REMARKS 



This Amendment and Response amends claims 1, 2, 3, 7, 11, 13, 14, 15, 22, 23, 27, 28, 
30, 41, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47 and 48. Claims 1-56 are pending in this application. A check in the 
amount of $ 1 10 is enclosed to cover the fee for a one month extension of time. No farther fees 
are due; however, the Patent Office is authorized to debit deposit account 11-0855 if it determines 
otherwise. 

THE INVENTION 

Instead of attempting to conceal the seams between adjacent flooring modules (such as, for 
example, woven modular flooring or tufted carpet tiles) and thereby conceal the modularity of such 
modules, Applicants have invented a means by which the modularity of the modules is emphasized. 
The invention is directed to imparting a "grouted edge" appearance to the edges of the modules so 
that the edges appear different from the remainder of the face of the module. Thus, when the 
modules are assembled as floorcovering, "the location of [the seams formed by abutting tiles] is 
emphasized, so that the appearance created is of modular units with clear demarcation between 
adjacent units, somewhat similar to the appearance of traditional ceramic tile with grouted 
regions between adjacent tiles." Specification, p. 2, lines 8-11. The Application discloses and 
claims flooring modules having such a grouted edge appearance, as well as apparatuses and 
methods for imparting such an appearance to the module edges. None of the art relied upon by the 
Office action is directed to emphasizing the modularity of flooring modules by altering the 
appearance of the edges of the modules so that the edges of the modules and seams formed between 
adjacent modules are emphasized when the modules are installed as a floorcovering. 
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In fact, throughout the entire prior history of textile face modular flooring, substantial effort * 
has been devoted to the provision of such flooring that, when installed, will hide the edges of 
modules and present the appearance of a continuous "broadloom" floor covering installation. Thus, 
the Examiner's assertions that this invention could be practiced using the prior art techniques 
disclosed in the cited references employs hindsight and one of the key teachings of applicants' 
invention, recognition that one can emphasize the module edges and produce attractive modular 
textile face flooring. None of the references of record even teach or suggest the desirability of 
treating textile face flooring modules to emphasize the location of module edges. 

THE OFFICE ACTION 

L 35 U.S.C § 102 Rejections 
A. Davis 

The Action rejects claims 1-13, 22, 23, 25, 26, 28-30, 33, 34, 37-39, 42, 47, 48, and 54- 
56 under 35 U.S.C. § 102 as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 4,336,289 to Davis. 
Applicants' Assignee respectfully traverses this rejection and requests that it be withdrawn. 
Claims 37-39 and 42 have been cancelled, thereby rendering the Action's rejection of these 
claims moot. 

Davis teaches removing portions of a rug 10 and installing pattern pieces 30 in the voids 
16 created in the rug. As shown in Figure 1, the pile yarns positioned in the area in which the 
pattern pieces 30 are desired to be inserted are first removed using shears 25. Pattern pieces 30 
are then positioned in the trough-like areas 16 that result from removal of the pile yarns. Prior to 
insertion in the rug, pattern pieces 30 are cut in lengths and widths to fit within the corresponding 
trough-like areas or voids 16. The ends of the pieces 30 are preferably cut to form 45° miter 
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joints 35, as shown in Figure 9. Col. 4, 11. 65-68. Moreover, prior to insertion in the rug, the 
longitudinal sides of pattern pieces 30 may be beveled using a shear to form beveled shear 
surfaces 41 and 42, as shown in Figures 5 and 6. Col. 5, 11. 6-12. The pattern pieces 30 are then 
positioned in and fixed, such as with glue, to the rug. 
Claims 1 and 54 

Claim 1 has been amended to recite a method for imparting a grouted edge appearance to 
a flooring module having a textile face by moving the module and a shear relative to each other 
to remove a portion of the textile face along each edge of the module. The Action analogizes rug 
10 to the flooring module. However, Davis does not teach removing a portion of the textile face 
of rug 10 along its edges. Rather, Davis is directed to and only teaches removing pile within (not 
along the edge of) the rug so that a different patterned or colored piece 30 can be inserted into 
rug. For at least this reason, Davis fails to anticipate claim 1. Moreover, the subject matter of 
claim 1 is directed to treating the edges of flooring modules to impart a grouted appearance at the 
edges. Davis is totally unrelated to this purpose. Davis is not concerned with changing the 
appearance of the rug at the rug edges, but rather within the rug, and thus it would not be obvious 
to modify the edges of Davis 5 rug 10 as recited in claim 1. 

Nor can pattern pieces 30 be properly analogized to the recited flooring module. Pattern 
pieces 30 are not flooring modules but rather inserts that are positioned in rug 10. Even 
assuming, arguendo, that pattern pieces 30 are properly analogized to the recited flooring 
module, the pile of these pieces is not removed along each edge of the module, but rather only 
along the "longitudinal side edges," col. 5, 1. 7, as shown in Figures 5 and 6. Davis does not 
teach beveling the end edges of pieces 30. Nor would it be obvious to remove pile along each 
edge (including the end edges) of pattern pieces 30. The end edges of pattern pieces 30 are 
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mitered, as shown in Figure 9. Thus, when adjacent pattern pieces 30 are installed in rug 10, the 
end edges of pieces 30 will match to help disguise the location of the seam formed between 
adjacent pattern pieces 30. Beveling the end edges of pattern pieces 30, as is disclosed can be 
done with side edges of pieces 30, would detrimentally pronounce the seam formed between the 
end edges of the pattern pieces 30. 

Because Davis fails to teach or suggest removing a portion of the textile face of a module 
along each edge of the module, it fails to anticipate claim 1, and claim 1, as well as claim 54 
which depends therefrom, is allowable. 
Claims 2 and 55 

Claim 2 has been amended to recite a method for imparting a grouted edge appearance to 
a flooring module that includes providing at least one mechanical conveyor line that supports the 
underside of a flooring module. The Action maintains that hand 26 is a conveyor. However, the 
application clearly describes the conveyor not as a human hand, but rather as a mechanical 
device upon which the modules rest and which convey the modules past various treating devices. 
Davis fails to disclose a mechanical conveyor that supports a flooring module and for at least this 
reason does not anticipate claim 2. 

Moreover, claim 2 also recites conveying the module past treating heads. First, Davis 
fails to disclose multiple treating heads that treat a single module. Moreover, the Action 
maintains that hand 26 is the conveyor and that shears 25 are the treating head. However, as 
clearly shown in Figure 2, the hand supports the treating head (not the module) to move the 
treating head (not the module) along the rug 10 (the alleged module) and thereby remove the 
desired pile from rug 10. The rug 10 in Davis is not being conveyed past shears 25, and thus the 
alleged flooring module in not being mechanically conveyed past the alleged treating head, as 
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recited in amended claim 2. Finally, claim 2 has also been amended to recite removing textile 
face along the edge of the module. As explained with respect to claim 1, Davis fails to teach 
removing textile face along the edges of rug 10 and therefore for this additional reason fails to 
anticipate claim 2. Thus, claim 2, as well as claim 55 which depends therefrom, is allowable. 
Claims 3-6 

Claim 3 has been amended to recite a flooring module with portions of its textile fiber 
face along each module edge having been removed to impart an appearance along the edges 
different from the remainder of the module's textile fiber face. As explained with respect to 
claim 1, Davis fails to teach a flooring module whereby portions of the face along each edge are 
removed. Davis thus fails to anticipate claim 3, as well as claims 4-6 which depend from claim 
3. 

Claims 7-10 

Claim 7 has been amended to recite a mechanical conveyor for moving a module or shear 
relative to the other. The Action maintains that Davis teaches "a shear (40) and conveyor (38) 
for moving the module (10) past the shear ..." Action, p. 2. In so concluding, the Action is 
relying upon Figure 5 and Davis' description thereof (col. 5, lines 6-12). The Action has 
misinterpreted the teachings of Davis. Figure 5 is directed to beveling the side edges of pattern 
pieces 30 (not rug 10) and discloses a shear head 40 mounted on a guide member 38 that is fixed 
on a table 39. See col. 5, lines 8-10. Figure 5 discloses that the pattern piece 30 is positioned 
adjacent the guide member 38 which guides the piece 30 past shear head 40. However, in no 
way is guide member 38 a conveyor, much less a mechanical conveyor, that moves the pattern 
piece 30 relative to the shear head 40. Guide member does nothing except support the shear 
head 40 and provide a stop against which the side edges of pattern piece 30 abut during beveling. 
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Guide member 38 does not move to convey pattern piece 30 past shear head 40. This is clear 
given that Davis teaches that guide member 38 is fixed to table 39 and thus is incapable of such 
movement. Nor does Davis teach that shear head 40 is movable, much less that guide member 
38 moves shear head 40 relative to pattern piece 30. The arrow on the pattern piece 30 in Figure 
5 makes clear that Davis contemplates the pattern piece 30 moving relative to the shear head 40. 

Moreover, nor does Davis teach using the guide member 38 and shear head 40 on rug 10 
(the alleged flooring module). As explained above, Davis is concerned with removing pile from 
the interior of rug 10 so that pattern pieces 30 can subsequently be inserted into rug 10. The 
apparatus disclosed in Figure 5 cannot be used to remove pile from the interior of rug 10 and 
thus it would not be obvious to use guide member 38 and shear head 40 to do so. 

At least because Davis fails to teach or suggest a mechanical conveyor for moving a 
flooring module or shear relative to each other, it fails to anticipate or render obvious claim 7 and 
claims 8-10 which depend from claim 7. 
Claims 11 and 12 

Claim 1 1 recites an apparatus having at least two shears to treat opposed edges of a 
flooring module and a mechanical conveyor for moving the modules past the shears. Claim 1 1 is 
directed to an automated process whereby modules are moved via a conveyor past shears that 
treat opposed edges of the module. Davis does not disclose at least two shears arranged to treat 
opposed edges of a flooring module or a mechanical conveyor that moves the modules past the 
shears. Rather, in Davis an operator (not a mechanical conveyor) moves a single shear 25 (not at 
least two shears) relative to rug 10, the opposite movement to what is recited in claim 11. For at 
least this reason, Davis does not anticipate claim 1 1 or claim 12 which depends from claim 11. 
Claims 13 and 56 
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Claim 13 has been amended to recite floor covering modules having portions of the face 
along each edge of the modules removed so that the edges of the modules appear different than 
the rest of the module faces. Claim 13 also recites that the modules are positioned so that the 
edges from which material has been removed abut. Thus, when the tiles are so positioned, "the 
location of [the] seams [formed by abutting tiles] is emphasized, so that the appearance created is 
of modular units with clear demarcation between adjacent units, somewhat similar to the 
appearance of traditional ceramic tile with grouted regions between adjacent tiles." 
Specification, p. 2, lines 8-11. 

To begin, as discussed above relative to claim 1, Davis does not teach removing material 
along one edge, much less all edges, of rug 10 (the alleged flooring module). Nor does Davis 
teach or suggest that rug 10 be positioned adjacent another rug. However, even if this were 
done, because material is not removed along the edges of rug 10, such adjacent positioning of 
rugs would not result in abutment of edges from which portions of the face have been removed. 
Thus, the desired emphasis on the seams and grouted appearance would not occur. For at least 
this reason, Davis fails to anticipate claim 3 and claim 3, as well as claim 56 which depends 
therefrom, is allowable. 
Claims 22, 23, 25 and 26 

Claims 22 and 23 have both been amended to recite melting portions of the textile face 
along each edge of a flooring module. Davis is related solely to shearing material from a rug 10. 
Davis fails to teach or suggest melting portions of the textile face along each edge of a flooring 
module and therefore fails to anticipate claims 22 and 23, or claims 25 and 26 which depend 
from claim 23. These claims are therefore allowable. 
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Moreover, claim 25 recites compressing and consolidating a portion of the upper surface 
of the textile face. Claim 26 recites embossing a portion of the upper surface textile face of the 
module. The Action maintains that strip 30 is compressed and consolidated to form an embossed 
portion. It is not. Rather, as explained supra, the edges of pattern pieces 30 are sheared as 
shown in Figure 5 to impart beveled edges 41 and 42 as shown in Figure 10. Pattern pieces 30 
are in no way compressed, consolidated or embossed. Davis therefore fails to teach the subject 
matter of claims 25 and 26 and these claims are therefore allowable for this additional reason. 
Claims 28-30, 33, and 34 

Claim 28 has been amended to recite a flooring module with portions of its textile fiber 
face along each module edge having an appearance different from the remainder of the module's 
textile fiber face. Davis fails to teach a flooring module whereby portions of the face along each 
edge appear different from the remainder of the face. Rather, the edges of rug 10 (the alleged 
flooring module) of Davis appear the same as the remainder of the rug even after removal of pile 
to form voids 16 (see FIG. 1). Thus, Davis fails to anticipate claim 28 and this claim, as well as 
claims 29, 30, 33, and 34 which depend from claim 28, is allowable. 

Moreover, nor does Davis teach treating the edges of rug 10, much less treating those 
edges with an energy source that increases the temperature of at least the edges of rug 10 (the 
alleged flooring module), as recited in claim 30. As explained above, Davis only discloses 
shearing pile from the interior of the rug. It fails to disclose using an energy source to treat rug 
10. Thus, claim 30 is allowable for this additional reason. 
Claim 47 

Claim 47 has been amended to recite floorcovering modules, each with portions of the 
faces along each edge of the module having an appearance different from the remainder of the 
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face of the module. Claim 47 also recites that the modules are positioned so that an edge of one 
module along which portions of the face appear different abuts an edge of another module along 
which portions of the face appear different. Positioning the tiles in this manner emphasizes the 
seams formed between the modules and thus the modularity of the floorcovering. 

Davis does not teach a flooring module (allegedly rug 10) having edges that appear 
different from the remainder of the module. Rather, the edges of rug 10 (the alleged module) of 
Davis appear the same as the remainder of the rug even after removal of pile to form voids 16 
(see FIG. 1). Nor does Davis teach or suggest that rug 10 be positioned adjacent another rug. 
However, even if this was done, because the edges of rug 10 do not appear different from the 
remainder of rug 10, such adjacent positioning of rugs would not result in abutment of edges of 
modules along which portions of the face appear different. Thus, the desired emphasis on the 
seams would not occur. For at least this reason, Davis fails to anticipate claim 47, and claim 47 
is allowable. 
Claim 48 

Claim 48 has been amended to recite a method for changing the appearance of every edge 
portion of a flooring module by transferring energy to every portion of the fiber face along the 
edge of the module and thereby increase the temperature of the edge portions. Davis does not 
teach treating any, much less every, edge portion of rug 10 with an energy source that increases 
the temperature of the edge portions of rug 10 (the alleged flooring module). Rather, Davis only 
discloses shearing pile from the interior of rug 10. It fails to disclose using an energy source to 
treat any edge of rug 10. Thus, Davis fails to anticipate claim 48 and this claim is allowable. 
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B. Moen 

The Action rejects claims 14-20, 21, 37, 40, 41, and 43-46 under 35 U.S.C. § 102 as 
being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 3,994,256 to Moen. Applicants' Assignee respectfully 
traverses this rejection and requests that it be withdrawn. Claims 37 and 40 have been cancelled, 
thereby rendering the Action's rejection of these claims moot. 

Moen teaches glue dispensers, mounted on opposite sides of a box making machine, for 
depositing beads of glue onto the paperboard box blanks. A blank 12 is fed between rollers 13, 
14 which rotate to move the blank past glue dispensers that apply glue to opposite sides of the 
box blank. The box blank can then be formed into a box which retains its shape by virtue of the 
glue. 

Claims 14-21 

Claim 14 recites two linearly moving conveyors and two pairs of treating heads. A first 
conveyor is provided for advancing a rectangular flooring module past a first pair of treating 
heads and a second conveyor is provided for advancing the flooring module past a second pair of 
treating heads. Each pair of treating heads is adapted to treat the textile fiber face along a pair of 
opposed edges of the flooring module so that, after treatment, both sets of opposed edges of the 
rectangular flooring module have been treated. Claim 14 also specifies that the treating heads 
treat a flooring module having a textile fiber face. Moen fails to teach or suggest the structure 
recited in amended claim 14. 

To begin, Moen is completely unrelated to treating flooring modules, much less flooring 
modules have a textile fiber face. Rather, Moen discloses a glue dispenser for applying glue to a 
paperboard box blank (not a flooring module), but fails to teach or suggest an apparatus for use 
on floor covering having a textile face. Nor would one of skill in the art be motivated to use the 
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Moen device on a floor covering having a textile fiber face. As explained in more detail below, 
Moen feeds paperboard 12 between rollers 13, 14 which grip and apply pressure to the 
paperboard so that the paperboard moves as the rollers rotate, thereby advancing the paperboard 
relative to the glue dispensers. The undersigned attorney is skeptical that opposed pressure 
applying rollers would be appropriate for feeding textile face flooring modules without damage 
to the module or slippage of the module between the rollers. Moreover, whether feasible or not, 
the proposed adaptation of a paper board processing machine to the treatment of modular 
floorcovering involves the application of hindsight after awareness of the apparatus and 
techniques of this invention. For at least this reason, Moen fails to teach or suggest the subject 
matter of amended claim 14 and thus fails to anticipate claim 14, as well as claims 15-21 which 
depend therefrom. 

Moreover, Moen fails to teach two linearly moving conveyors, each of which advances 
the flooring module past a pair of treating heads. The Action maintains the Moen teaches two 
conveyors 13, 14 and two pairs of treating heads 21, 23. It does not. To begin, rollers 13, 14 are 
not conveyors, but rather rollers positioned to grip the upper and lower sides of the paperboard 
12 inserted between the rollers and by virtue of such gripping move the paperboard as the rollers 
rotate. Nor do rollers 13, 14 move linearly as recited in amended claim 14 but rather rotate. 
Moreover, even assuming, arguendo, that rollers 13, 14 are properly analogized to conveyors, 
they certainly are not two separate conveyors. Rather, rollers 13, 14 must work in tandem to 
move the paperboard. Roller 13 or 14 alone would not advance paperboard 12. Thus, at most 
rollers 13,14 constitute a single conveyor. 

Furthermore, even if rollers 13 and 14 are considered two separate conveyors (which 
Applicants' Assignee believes would be improper), they do not each advance a flooring module 
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by a pair of treating heads where each pair treats opposed edges of the module. The Action 
maintains that glue dispensers 21, 23 are each a pair of treating heads. Even assuming, 
arguendo, that dispensers 21, 23 were each properly characterized as a pair of treating heads, 
each only treats a single edge, not opposed edges, of box blank 12. Thus, when box blank 12 
advances past dispensers 21, 23 , together they only treat one pair of opposed edges of box blank 
12. Thus, after operation of the Meon device, only one set of opposed edges of paperboard 12 
has been treated, not the two sets of opposed edges as recited in claim 14. For these additional 
reasons, Moen fails to anticipate claim 14 and claim 14, as well as claims 15-21 which depend 
therefrom, is allowable. 

Furthermore, claim 16 further recites that the treating heads include a hot air gun. The 
entire purpose of Moen is to apply glue to the edges of a paperboard box blank that is 
subsequently made into a box. The glue ensures that the box retains its shape. Moen fails to 
teach treating the paperboard with a hot air gun. Nor would it be obvious to do so given that hot 
air would not work to hold the box together. For this additional reason, claim 16 and claim 21 
which depends from claim 16 are allowable. 

Nor does Moen teach or suggest two conveyors that advance the module at two different 
speeds as recited in claim 18 or that advance the module in orthogonally oriented directions as 
recited in claim 19. As explained above, rollers 13, 14 (which Applicants' Assignee does not 
believe are conveyors and certainly not multiple conveyors) must work in tandem to advance the 
paperboard. Thus, they are capable of advancing the paperboard at only one speed and in only 
one direction, not at multiple speeds as recited in claim 18 or in orthogonal directions as recited 
in claim 19. Thus, claims 18 and 19 are allowable for this additional reason. 
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Claim 41 

Claim 41 has been rewritten in independent form and recites using a treating unit to 
create a grouted edge appearance on an edge of a flooring module having a textile fiber face. As 
explained above, Moen is totally unrelated to treating a flooring module with a fiber face and 
would certainly not be used by one of skill in the art to do so. Moreover, claim 41 recites that 
the treating unit be either a heat gun, die coater, embosser, or a laser. Moen teaches none of 
these devices, but rather only teaches using a glue dispenser to apply glue to a paperboard box 
blank from which a box is subsequently formed. Nor would it be obvious to replace the glue 
dispenser with a heat gun, die coater, embosser, or a laser in the Moen device as doing so would 
thwart the entire purpose of the device - applying glue to a paperboard box blank to adhere 
portions of the blank together to form a box. For at least these reasons, Moen fails to the teach or 
suggest the subject matter of amended claim 41 and claim 41 is therefore allowable. 
Claims 43-46 

Claims 43-46 all recite an apparatus for creating a flooring module having a textile face 
with every edge of the module appearing different from the remainder of the textile face of the 
module. Moen fails to teach an apparatus for altering the appearance of the edges of the textile 
face of a flooring module. Rather, Moen relates solely to applying glue to paperboard box blank 
12. Moreover, the Moen device only applies glue to two edges of the paperboard, not every edge 
as recited in claims 43-46. Thus, use of the Moen device on a flooring module would not result 
in treatment of every edge of the module and thus would not result in every edge of the module 
appearing different from the remainder of the module face. Thus, Moen fails to teach or suggest 
the subject matter of claims 43-46 and these claims are therefore allowable. 



ATLLIBOl 1534002.3 



25 



Moreover, claim 45 recites that the apparatus includes two energy sources and a device 
for rotating the module 90° so that the energy sources can treat both sets of opposed edges of the 
flooring module. Thus, after the energy sources treat the first set of opposed module edges, the 
device rotates the module so that the energy sources can then treat the second set of opposed 
edges of the module. Moen fails to teach such a rotating device. Rather, Moen teaches feeding 
paperboard 12 past glue dispensers that deposit glue along opposing edges of the paperboard. 
Moen does not teach that the paperboard 12 is then rotated and fed through the machine again to 
treat its other set of opposed edges, much less a device for so rotating the paperboard 12. Thus, 
claim 45 is allowable for this additional reason. 
EL 35 U.S.C § 103 

A. Davis in light of Kyle 

Claims 24, 27, 31, 32, 35, 36 and 49-53 were rejected under 35, U.S.C. § 103 as being 
unpatentable over Davis in view of U.S. Patent No. 4,629,858 to Kyle. Applicants' Assignee 
respectfully traverses this rejection and requests that it be withdrawn. The Action maintains that 
Davis "teaches all the limitations of these claims except the specific use of a heat glue gun or 
laser." Action, p. 3. The Action is mistaken. 
Claim 24 

Claim 24 depends from claim 23, which, for the reasons explained supra Part LA, is not 
anticipated by Davis. Nor does Kyle teach conveying a module to melt portions of the textile 
face along the edges of the module and thus fails to cure the deficiencies in the Examiner's 
anticipation argument relative to claim 23. The entirety of Kyle relates to engraving designs in 
carpet using a laser beam that "cuts, burns, or engraves" the pile. Col. 2, lines 56-60. However, 
Kyle fails to teach melting the textile face along each edge of the carpet so that a grouted edge 
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appearance is imparted to the carpet, nor does Kyle disclose any motivation for doing so. Thus, 
because in combination, Davis and Kyle do not result in the subject matter recited in claim 23, in 
combination they also do not render obvious claim 24 which depends from claim 23. Claim 24 
is therefore allowable. 

Claim 27 

Claim 27 has been rewritten in independent form to recite applying a hot melt adhesive 
along each edge of a flooring module. Neither Kyle nor Davis teaches applying an adhesive to a 
flooring module, much less along the edges of the upper textile face of a flooring module. Nor 
has the Action provided any support for why one of skill in the art would be motivated to apply a 
hot melt adhesive along the edges of rug 10 in Davis and carpet 11 in Kyle. Both Davis and 
Kyle are directed to removing material from a rug or carpet. In Davis, pile is removed from rug 
10 so that pattern pieces 30 can be inserted to fill the void created by such removal. Similarly, 
Kyle is directed to removing material from carpet to impart a pattern. The purposes of Davis and 
Kyle would not be furthered by applying glue to the edges of the rug or carpet and therefore one 
skilled in the art would not be motivated to do so. Because Davis and Kyle, in combination, fail 
to teach the subject matter of amended claim 27, they fail to render claim 27 obvious and claim 
27 is therefore allowable. 
Claims 31, 32, 35, and 36 

Claims 31, 32, 35, and 36 ultimately depend from claim 28 which recites a flooring 
module having edges that appear different from the remainder of the face of the module (i.e., the 
module has a grouted edge appearance). As explained above, a flooring module with edges 
differing in appearance from the remainder of the module face is neither taught nor suggested by 
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Davis or Kyle. Thus, because in combination Davis and Kyle do not result in the subject matter 
recited in claim 28, in combination they also do not render obvious claims 31, 32, 35, and 36 
which depend from claim 28. Claims 31, 32, 35, and 36 are therefore allowable for at least this 
reason. 

Moreover, claim 32 depends from claim 30, which recites that the different appearance of 
the module edges is created by using an energy source to transfer energy and increase the 
temperature of the edges of the upper wear surface of the module. Claim 32 further recites that 
the energy source includes a glue gun. For the reasons discussed above relative to claim 27, 
neither Davis nor Kyle teach or suggest use of a glue gun and therefore fail to render obvious 
claim 32. Claim 32 and claims 35 and 36, which depend from claim 32, are allowable for this 
additional reason. 

Moreover, claim 36 recites floorcovering including two flooring modules, each having 
glue applied to the edges of the module, that are positioned so that the glue on adjacent edges of 
the modules bonds to provide a moisture resistant floor covering. Both Davis and Kyle are 
devoid of any teachings of bonding adjacent flooring modules together, much less doing so by 
applying glue to the adjacent edges of the modules. Thus, in combination they fail to render 
obvious claim 36, and claim 36 is allowable for this additional reason. 
Claims 49-51 

Claims 49-51 depend from claim 48, which has been amended to recite a method for 
changing the appearance of every edge portion of a flooring module by transferring energy to 
every portion of the fiber face along the edge of the module and thereby increase the temperature 
of the edge portions. As explained supra Part LA., Davis fails to anticipate claim 48. Nor does 
Kyle teach or suggest transferring energy to every portion of the fiber face along the edge of the 
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flooring module to change the appearance of every edge portion of the module and thus fails to 
cure the deficiencies in the Examiner's anticipation argument relative to claim 48. Thus, because 
in combination Davis and Kyle do not result in the subject matter recited in claim 48, in 
combination they also do not render obvious claims 49-51 which depend from claim 48. Claims 
49-51 are therefore allowable for at least this reason. 

Moreover, claims 50 and 51 respectively recite the use of impulse heating and radio 
frequency heating to transfer energy to and heat the edge portions of the flooring module. 
Neither Davis nor Kyle teaches either of these energy transfer and heating methods. Davis 
teaches no energy transfer or heating methods at all, only shearing pile from a rug. Moreover, as 
explained above, Kyle only teaches use of a laser to impart a pattern to a carpet. Nothing in 
either reference teaches or suggests the use of impulse heating or radio frequency heating or even 
suggests that such methods would accomplish the intended purpose of the patents - removing 
pile from a carpet substrate. Thus, in combination they fail to render obvious claims 50 and 51 
and these claims are therefore allowable for this additional reason. 
Claims 52 and 53 

Claim 52 recites a method of installing floor covering by positioning the modules 
abutting, applying an adhesive to the abutting edges of the modules, and heating the abutting 
edges so that the adhesive on the modules bonds and thereby bonds the edges of the tiles. As 
explained above with respect to claim 36, neither Davis nor Kyle teach bonding adjacent flooring 
modules together, much less doing so by applying adhesive along the abutting edges of the 
modules. Thus, in combination they fail to render obvious claim 52, and claim 52 and claim 53, 
which depends from claim 52, are allowable. 

B. Davis 
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The Action rejects claim 11 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being unpatentable over Davis. 
Applicants' Assignee respectfully traverses this rejection and requests that it be withdrawn. 
Claim 1 1 has been amended to recite a mechanical conveyor which, as explained supra Part I. A., 
is neither taught nor suggested by Davis. Thus, Davis fails to render obvious claim 1 1 and claim 
1 1 is allowable for at least this reason. 



ATLLIBOl 1534002.3 



30 



CONCLUSION 

Applicants' Assignee respectfully submits that claims 1-56 are in condition for 
immediate allowance, and request early notification to that effect. If any issues remain to be 
resolved, the Examiner is respectfully requested to contact the undersigned at 404.815.6389. 



Respectfully submitted, 
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